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Reply to Office Action of September 8, 2006 



Remarks/Arguments 



This reply is fully responsive to the Office Action (dated 8 SEPTEMBER! 20mM 



filed within four - (4) months following the mWilinig date of the^Office 

: ! l , 

Commissioner is authorized to treat this response as including a 



i . I 



' l!|!!L Jl' 



petitadr. jtp 



time period pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) requesting an extension of time of me n 



of months necessary to make this response timely kled. The methodjoif pa|meijit ^jj||iees 
for petition fee due in connection therewith is enclosed. j 



Disclosure/Claims Status Summary: 



HREF 



iction! 



OA1 



!p ! 



;i. 1! 



(D'f § 1 12 as being indefinite Mlltiil 



§ 102(a) as being anticbated| 



I* 



67, and 68 were rejecte 



This application has been carefully reviewed in light of the Office Action of Sep^ 
2006, wherein: 

A. Claims 10, 27, 44, and 61 were objected as; being a substantial dxip 
19, 36, and 53 respectively; * 

B. Claims 1-68 were rejected under 35 U.S 
particularly point out 
the invention; j I 

C. Claims 1-68 were rejected under 35 U.S.p. 
Thompson et aL; 



D. Claims 1, 2, 10, 16-19, 27, 33-3,6, 44, ; 5p-53;, 6f. 
U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Skaannin^ et al; and 

E. Claims 3-9, 1 1-15, 20-26, 28-32, 37-43, 45r49, 54-60, and 62-66 1 were f|ept||j| 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable oyer Skaanning et al.,jin vie^ ofj|Murpl 

25 ("Dynamic Bayesian Networks: Representation, Inference, and Learning," ; h 
to as the "Murphy thesis"). 



nl: 



Please note that, in order to facilitate jthe reading of this Office 1 Actiph 



Response, all the statements submi 



Jili 

mitte 



ted by thel Applicants have been] 



indented while the Examiner's statements (presented 

are not indented 



Action dated 8 SEPTEMBER 20p6tf 



,1 ! ii 



in the Offic 
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i 1 \ 



Duplicate Claim Objections 

In page 2 of the current office action, the Examiner: objected to Claims 0, 27; 
as being a substantial duplicate of Claims 2, 19, 36,j and 53 respectively. Specific^ 
Examiner stated that should Claims 2, 19, 36, and 5.3 be found allowable, Claims! 



Li! 



Sid 61 



44, and 61 will be objected to under 37 CFR 
The Examiner further stated that when two c 
are so close in content that they both cover 'the 
wording, it is proper after allowing one claim 



1.75 as being a substantial duphe 
aims ! in am application are 

1 ; j { j I | [|. n , ,„ JWj 

same tiling, despite a slight diffe 



duplicate of the allowed claim. See MPEP § 706.03(k). ' 



to ob 



Regarding the Duplicate Claim Objections 



i i! 



i 



ect to the other as being 



After carefully reviewing Claims 2 r 10,! 19*;27, 36, 44, 53, and 61 6$ She j 



and 



current application, the Applicants concluded that Claims 10,!27|, 44, 
61 are indeed a substantial duplicate of Claims 2, 19, 36,- and. 53 j 
respectively. In accordance, the Applicants have withdrawn Claims] i0]|j|j 

27, 44, and 61 from consideration. The amendments to the claims 

; t j : 

reflecting the withdrawn claims are provided starting onpagej 2, of thi|s|; 
Office Action response. ; 



Examiner aqcept 



theinew 



The Applicants respectfully request tliatl the 
amended set of claims as a replaceme nt; 'fo^^he original [set of|c 
submitted with the patent application . J flj 

of amended claims overcomes the objection cited by the jExamiiler al 

>:\v if] ■ i | |r i| !. i 

therefore respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw this ohjection 



Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. $ 112, second paragraph 

In page 2 of the current Office Action, the Examiner rejected Claims' 1-68 ur dfejr 
U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite! for failing to particularly 
and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the, invention 
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Claims 1-68 

Regarding Claims 1 through 68, the Examiner stated that a preamble 

accorded any patentable weight where it merely recites the purpose of ;a 

;l ; j 

intended use of a structure, and where the body of the claim does not depend 

I j ; it \ 

5 preamble for completeness but, instead, the process steps or structural limitations ja| 
to stand alone. See In re Hirao, 535 F.2d 67, 190 USPQ 15 (CCPA 1 

v. Rohie, 187 F.2d 150, 152, 88 USPQ 478, 481 (C.C.P.A. 1951). The Examm§ 

I j j : 

further stated that the preamble of the present invention states "A method fp'r 
automatically generating...," but that the body, of the claim does not depend 



Regarding the rejections of Claims 1-68 under 35 U.S.C. $ il2, second iparag 



After reviewing the Examiner's comments;: the Specification, 

! . i 

1-68, the Applicants strongly disagree 



with! the Examiner's statement 



i * Hi 
I 



"Claims 1-68 do not stand alone to automatically evaluate Bayesian I 



■ in!! N ' : ! 

network models for decision support , as stated in the preamble 
present invention. 



arid QM 



ofttiq 



ii, 



n 

i ;i j 

6n tHiS 



I 

mm 



The Applicants submit that the claims of the present invention, as 
currently written, disclose process acts, means, or structural 
limitations that are able to stand alone on their own, and thai these 

claims do not depend on the preamble for completeness as previous 

■ ■ ! ! ! i I ' il 

suggested by the Examiner, The Applicants further submit that base 

l ■ t 1 i | I 1 ' !• il 

Claims 1, 18, 35, and 52 clearly disclose a series of steps or acts !tH)at 

; | ! i ■ I ji : :ij 

ultimately result on "outputtingia representation of jt|ie plu^lity] 

the probabilities of the states of the 'conclusion nodes,'' 

resulting plurality of probabilities j;tahdralone onltheir ov\ 



evaluate Bayesian network models 



n 



As an example of evaluating a Bayesian network model for modeling 



to 



T T 



accuracy, the Applicants submit that a Bayesian network model may 



be 



evaluated (or judged for its accuracy on modeling a system and 1 its 



Page 18 of 53 



,1 ; 

ill 



able 

■i ■ • 



IV In 



lillN: 



US App. No. 10/692,697 



mm 



Reply to Office Action of September 8, 2006 



corresponding system's failures) solel^'by Ithe output representation c fl.th 



plurality of probabilities of the states 



of the conclusion nodes 



obtained after propagating down and pp fth'e causal dependency 



vy 



set of desired conclusion states , as blown by one skilled 



in thelart 



hicri sUre 
links) 



(referring to the present application pages lid to 14, and' Claims 



and 52). The Applicants submit that whentjhe output representation |p| 



the plurality of probabilities of the states of tiie conclusion noldes) has 



high probability, then the final states of the conclusion nodes (after 
propagating up and down) correspond to the initial pre-set desired 
conclusion states, and thus the Bayesian network model is automatical 



evaluated as an accurate model (referring to Claims 1 , 1 8, 35, and 52 

i 

the other hand, the Applicants submit that when the output representation 
(of the plurality of probabilities of the states of the conclusion nodes) 
low probability, then the final states of the Conclusion nodes (iafter 

— ■ m n ~^ — I 

propagating up and down) do not correspond to ithe initial pre-siet* desire 



conclusion states, and thus the Bayesian network model failed 16 prop 



model the system and its corresponding system's failures, and the 



L Ji 



Bayesian network model is automatically evaluated as an inaccurate j 



■II !: 



model , as known by one skilled in the;jart (referring to Claims 1 
and 52). V-\ 



1,1 : :.l 



nasi 



The Applicants further refer the Examiner to pages 11 to 12 of the present) 
application where it describes that the present invention provides ; 
information that helps in answering the following two questions: "how 
good is the model as a diagnostic assistant?" and "which nodes/paranieter: 
are responsible for ambiguous or incorrect diagnostic suggestions?" (I?p|th! 



of these questions correspond to the preamble for "automatical!) 



evaluating Bayesian network models 
resulting output as set forth in Claims 



present invention also describes autbnmtica 
network models by using an algorithm. 



bt decision support" and 
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! ' ',. i 

Failure propagation; 2) Diagnosis; and 3) Visualization. The Applicants'! 
submit that these three steps (failure propagation, diagnosis, and 
visualization) are fully disclosed in the base Claims 1,18, 35, and 52 
follows 



I.; 



1 i I 

Failure propagation (referring to; pages 1 1 



application) comprises: selecting one 
states of nodes representing failures in 



of the possible defective states ; setting 



andi 12 of the present 

M. I|j 



orjmore specific failures;' setting 



nodes that are root nodes of the BNito 

: I] 

determining the state of the remaining 



Ithe.BN (Bayesiari Network) itg. 



i;he states of the iremaini ilg "fai 



the state "non-defective; 

; . ' j • ! 

nodes until the states of a. 



as 



have been determined. 



The Applicants submit that "failure propagation" is fully disclosed by 
Claims 1, 18, 35, and 52, as follows: "receiving a Bayesian Network 
model including evidence nodes and conclusion nodes, where the 
conclusion nodes are linked with the evidence nodes by causal 
dependency links, and where the evidence nodes have evidence stat.e^!and 
the conclusion nodes have 1 conclusion! state's); setting the 1 states e i fthl ji 

1 • 'i.j. ||| j Tj~ | . 

conclusion nodes to desired conclusion I states and determining ,' 



i 1 • I 

propagating down the causal dependency links, a corresponding 



probability of occurrence of evidence 



|i 

states 



of the evidence nod'es' ariif 

J 



producing, from the probability of occurrence, a 1 plurality of samples^ 

h| 1 1 

most likely states of the evidence nodes ." 
— , 



Diagnosis (referring to page 12 of the present application) comprises 

assuming the states of all the observation nodes to be those determined "in! 

' ! I M I 

the failure propagation step; and computingthe posterior probability 'for If 

all the "failure" nodes (not only the nodes selected as "defective" in the 

failure propagation step) given the states of the "observation", nodes 
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t 



The Applicants submit that "diagnosis?'! is fully disclosed by Clajrns 1 

I.I'!' it I ■ 

35, and 52, as follows: "setting the states of the evidence ( nodes 
corresponding to the plurality of samples of the evidence states 



likely states), and propagating the evidence 



states (correspondin 



jto stat< 
|mG>!st 



2. to most;! 



likely states) back up the causal dependency links to the conclusion nodes 



to obtain a plurality of probabilities of the resulting states of the 
conclusion nodes ; 



Visualization (referring to page 12, paragraph [69] of the present 



application) comprises a general act of presenting a visual represent Mi 

,i i . , 1 1 lit 1 ' |IK j 



of the evaluation results of the BN. 



of the visualization step includes generktink 



ri particular, a nori-jlimitari 



I! 



a complete! graph fpr fail&k 

,, „ i ' if' [taf 

probabilities for each sample and generating two or threerdimensiona] 



matrices of averaged probabilities across all 



further refer the Examiner, to page 14! paragraph [77] of the pje^htjj j 
application, where it teaches that a "computer system performs 



samples. The App 



g : exaiin| 



cant$ 

' I!' 



Hi I 

an act 



: t 



outputting a representation of probabilities of the conclusion nodes Estates 

■ '■•I'm 
obtained during the diagnosing stage, and that there are many ways ;in ; [ 

which this data may be visualized." 



The Applicants submit that "visualization" is fully disclosed b^ piainis: 
18, 35, and 52, as follows: outputting a representation of the plurality 



the probabilities of the states of the conclusion nodes 



Therefore, the Applicants submit: -that 



(desired conclusion states) down the de^enyency links to the 



by propagating k-npwn 



states; that by determining the probability o 
states (probability of which symptbm'sjmoije likely represent th 
that by sampling the evidence states that ai;e the "most likely states^ tip 

i ;■! i : V 

produce the failure and then setting the [evidence states to these!' most 

! ' I j I I + j , 

likely states" to produce the failure; that by then propagating this "most 



A 



occurrence of the levidferieji 
failure]) 



failures 



idencd 
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likely states" (to produce the known 
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nodes and obtaining a plurality of probabilities of the resulting' eoncl 

; -ill! ii ! \ ; ;h NM ; 

states (indicating whether 'or not the ijrnal cp'nclusiori states match the 



aijlure) back up to the cons 



ly outputting a re^r^sent! 

; " 1 |.: filial 
of the conclusion, nodes 



USIOl 



known propagated failure); and th^it byijfina] 
of this plurality of probabilities of ^ the I state! 
skilled in the art can determine if J Bayeis ian network model is 
accurate or not by looking at the representation of the proba bilitiesl of! 

';: : : | | ■ j I! " i i:H ! 

the conclusion states outputted by Claims 1, 18, 35, and 52. 



The Applicants emphasize that base Claims 1, 18, 35, and 52 clearly 

: ! i 1 : . i < . 

disclose a series of steps or acts that fully claim "failure propagation-! 

: ! j '' ' |i J | ' 

diagnosis, and visualization" and that ultimately result on; "outputtin 

! ! ' ! ! I 1 ' 

a representation of a plurality of the probabilities of the states of 



conclusion nodes," wherein this resulting plurality of probabilities 



stand alone on their own to evaluate 



decision support . 



Because the Applicants firmly believe 



invention, as currently written, disc 



Bayesiari network models fori 



that the claims 



of the* 



dse process acts; means, 



structural limitations that are able to; stand alone on their 



l! 



network models 



thel 



preset! 
or 



l! 

own in 



order to automatically evaluate Bayesian 
support, and that these claims do not depend on the preamb 
completeness, for at least the reasons discussed above, the Applj: 



ii! 



for dfecisio 

i ; | 

e for | 

icants, 



respectfully request that the Examiner withdraw this rejection of Claims 
1 8, 35, and 52 under 35 U.S.C § 1 12 seconii paragraph, ! 



Furthermore, the Applicants submit that; Claims 2-17 are dependent up 



Claim 1, Claims 19-34 are dependent 

i' 

dependent upon Claim 35, and Claires 
52. For the reasons given above, the 
35, and 52 are patentable. ! Therefore, 



uporiClaim 18, Claims 



53-68 are dependent upon! Ola; 



Applicants; submit that (pl iims 1 



in 



addition to the -reasons 
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above, the Applicants submit that Claims 2-17, Claims 19-34, C 
51, and Claims 53-68 are also patentable under 35 U.S.G. § 112 



aims ! 36^ 
second tl 



paragraph at least based on their dependence upon an allowable base 



claim. 



Claim Rejections 



35 USC g 102(a^ ; 



11 .P.I 



2000. 



In section 2 of the current office action, the Examiner rejected Claims IrjS8 uni 

j; ■ ^ ^ ! 

U.S.C. § 102 (a) as being anticipated by Thompson 

I : L; 1 [Hi | || 

Networks Used for Diagnostics,", IEEE Aerospace 
referred to as the "Thompson article"). 1 . 

i : 

Examiner's rejection of Claims 11, 18, 35, ami 52 



et al. ("Eva! 

! 'I [; ■ 

Conference 

i ■ -\ 



uation 

\ i 

Marci. 

I 



< Ulii 



icicle I 



Regarding Claims 1,18, 35, and 52, the Examiner stated that the Thompson 

directed to a method for automatically evaluating Bayesian network models fo'r 

! : I J ' ■ 

support comprising receiving a Bayesian Network'(BN) modelj (referring 'jtc jS^ 

"Bayesian Network Models") including evidence nodes and conclusion nodes 

to Section 2.2 "Bayesian Network Models" and Paragraph 6), where t|e cone 

nodes are linked with the evidence nodes by i c^us|ai dependency links tirefejinirlg! 



am 



Figure 1), and where the evidence nodes jhave 
have conclusion states (referring to Section 2 
Paragraph 6). The Examiner further statecj 
application are analogous to the "observation 
"conclusion nodes" in the instant application 
the prior art. ! 



evidence states land the conclude 



{"B'ayesijan Network Models]; 



; |!| ! 1 1 

at tlie Ve^iderice 



1 I 

t 

nodes'] 



njodes" in thejpribr art a|cjtlji| 
are analogous to the : "ccir :)6nent||[ 



Furthermore, the Examiner stated that the Thompson article is directed 



to a methc 



automatically evaluating Bayesian network models for decision support c^mprisi 

' ! ' ■ ; 11 I '][ 

setting the states of the conclusion nodes to desired' conclusion states: (referring tollSgc.tion 

• ':. 1 ' |. 

3.2, Paragraph 4, Steps 1 and 2) and determining, by propagating down the cau$a|| 

dependency links, a corresponding probability of occurrence of evidence 
evidence nodes (referring to Section 3.2 Paragraph 4, Steps 3.H3.4) arid proHuMM 
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the probability of occurrence, a plurality of samples! 



of most likely states 



III 



nodes (referring to Section 3.2, Paragraph 4, Step 3) 



of th|eyi 



for |! 1 



The Examiner further stated that the Thompson article is directed to a method 
automatically evaluating Bayesian network models ;for decision support comprise 
setting the states of the evidence nodes to states corresponding to the, plurality ofi ! ; 
of the evidence states (referring to Section 3.2, Paragraph 6, Step 1), and 
propagating the evidence states back up the causal dependency links to the QonclSion 



nodes, to obtain a plurality of probabilities of jthe resulting states of the 
10 (referring to Section 3.2, Paragraph 6, Step 2) 



The Examiner also stated that the Thompson 

! 

automatically evaluating Bayesian network rpb|dels 
outputting a representation of the plurality o 



article is directed jto a rt>e 



for decision 
the probabilities 6: 



1 5 conclusion nodes (referring to Section 3.2, Paragraph 8) 



the 



suppoj -t CO. 



hod 



cohcj^rd 

11! '" 



sta:es 



Regarding Claims 1 8 and 35, the Examiner further stated that the Thompson 

i • I 1 , 

directed to an apparatus for performing the above steps (referring to Section 4 A)' 
specifically a Dell Dimension 8100 computer 

Regarding Claim 52, the Examiner stated that the Thompson article is dirjected to 
computer program product for performing the aboyej steps (referring tp Sectio{nj 
specifically a Windows executable program. 

Regarding the rejections of Claims 1, 18, 35i'ancl 52 over the ThompsohM rli 



The Applicants submit that the Thompson 



that was published on the IEEE Ae^ospice Conference Pijo|^!ed^|i|^|i 
on March, 2003, The Applicants further submit that the preseni: ^|9l 
was conceived prior to the publication datd of the Thompson article. ! ; As 
sworn to in the attached 37 CFR 1.131 declaration signed by thb inventofj 



article is a conference m 



II 



! !!|. 
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the present invention was invented jat leas t as early as^ Marcjh 
(as evidenced by the Invention Disclosure, included therewit 1 
Appendix A) and was diligently pursued with the purpose of 



October; 23. 



2003. 



to practice or until the priority filing (late of 
the present invention was invented at 
present invention was conceived prior! 
Thompson article. Thus, the Applicants believe that v^jith the' 
declaration, the Thompson article can no 
art with respect to the present invention: 



least as .early as March 4 

N| \-\ ■ ! 

to the publication Idate 



longer be considered prior 

Hi n 1 ' 



withdraw 



Therefore, the Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner 
this rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) and provide for timely allowance! 
of Claims 1-68. 1 



Examiner's rejection of Claims 2, 19, 36, and 53 } 

Regarding Claims 2, 19, 36, and 53, the Examiner Stated that tH<? Thdmbson I 



directed to automatically evaluating Bayesian 



wherein the BN model further includes at leas! one 

Mil !' 



network models for decision supp' 



ciliary nile 



auxiliary node caiis jlly 1| 

between at least one evidence node and atlea^tjone conclusion node (::e Sirring j 
2.2 "Bayesian Network Models" Paragraph 6). , ( 



Regarding the rejections of Claims 2, 19, 36^ and 53 over the! Thompson 



Son 



Regarding the Examiner's rejection of Claims 2, 19, 36, and 53, 
Applicants refer the Examiner to page 3 1 of this response. 



Examiner's rejection of Claims 3, 20, 37, and 54 1 j 

Regarding Claims 3, 20, 37, and 54, the Examiner itated that the Thqir pson a|r|cl| 

network models for deci siqri supxj: 



directed to automatically evaluating Bayesian 
wherein the sampling is performed by a Mon te] Car 
Paragraph 4, Step 3). 
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Regarding the rejections of Claims 3, 20, 37, and 54 over the Thompson 



article 



Regarding the Examiner's rejection of Claims 3, 20, 37, and 54, 
Applicants refer the Examiner to page 3 1 of this response. 



5 Examiner's rejection of Claims 4, 21, 38, ancl 55 



Regarding Claims 4, 21, 38, and 55, the Examiner stated that the Thompson firfe 



directed to automatically evaluating Bayesian 



wherein the outputted representation is a complete 



network models for decision 



for all conclusions given a particular set of Combinations of conclusion 



representation of 



Section 4.1, Paragraph 1). ; 
Regarding the rejections of Claims 4, 21, 38, and 55 over the Thompson! 



the 



! ; 



ii 



Regarding the Examiner's rejection of Claims 4 ? 21, 38, and 55;. 

1 • , i • 

Applicants refer the Examiner to page 3 1 of this response. \ i 



the 

i' 



Examiner's rejection of Claims 5, 22, 39, and 56 

Regarding Claims 5, 22, 39, and 56, the Examiner stated that the T 

i i 



lompsbn 



directed to automatically evaluating Bayesian 



wherein the outputted representat: 
paragraph 1). 

Regarding the rejections of Cla 



Regarding the Examiner's 



on is a graphica 



ms 5, 22, 



network models for decision siappo 



39 



Representation (referring t 



and 56 over the Thompson 



| 1 1 I 1 I I h 

rejection' ofj Claims 5, 22, 39 



Applicants refer the Examiner to page|3,l of this response 



and 



Examiner's rejection of Claims 6, 23, 40, and 57 ! 

Regarding Claims 6, 23, 40, and 57, the Examiner stated that the Thompson articl 

; i . I I Hi |] 

directed to automatically evaluating Bayesian network models for decision support 1 
wherein the outputted representation is a matrix of ^verages of probabilities ji>f 



30 conclusion states for implicated conclusions versus 



conclusion states; whereby a user can determine an 
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• - H| 

propensity to yield proper conclusions (referring to 
4.2). ! 



Section 3.2, iParagrafeh !8 



i ! 



qtion 



Regarding the rejections of Claims 6, 23, 40; and 57 over the Thompson arti 



Regarding the Examiner's rejection of Claims 6, 23, 40, and 57, 
Applicants refer the Examiner to page 3 1 of this response. : ' 

! ' 

Examiner's rejection of Claims 7, 24, 41, and 58 1 

i 

Regarding Claims 7, 24, 41, and 58, the Examiner Stated that the Thompsoh MUl 



10 directed to automatically evaluating Bayesianjnetwork models for decision 



wherein the outputted representation is asgraphical 
dimensional intensity matrix and a three-diri^nsiofial bar chart (refenfi|ng 
Section 4.2, and Figure 5). | 



15 Regarding the rejections of Claims 7, 24< < 



l. 



^presentation ii) t^e for 
alt 



J and 58 over the Thoriibsohil^trH 



I 



Regarding the Examiner's rejection of Claims 7, 24, 41, and 58;, the[ 
Applicants refer the Examiner to page 31 off this response; 



T :l I 



tC 1 



!« 



Examiner's rejection of Claims 8, 25, 42, and 59 

Regarding Claims 8, 25, 42, and 59, the Examiner stated that the Thompsohiaftic^ 
directed to automatically evaluating Bayesianjnetwork models for decision 1 
wherein the conclusion nodes are weighted by weights representing their 
and whereby the accuracy of the BN model's propensity to yield proper, coi 

| \\f I 1 ' I ; ■ ' ' I I 1 : 'i. 

may be weighted for particular conclusions based on their relative irncortanj 
to Section 3.2, Paragraph 7). i 



Regarding the rejections of Claims 8, 25, 42 



arid 59 over the Thorilifaisbii 



I! 1 1 I . I 

Regarding the Examiner's 1 rejection i qjj Claims 8, 25, 42, 
Applicants refer the Examiner to page '31 of this response. 
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Examiner's rejection of Claims 9, 26, 43, and 60 



i !' 



itate'd thit the Thorn os'on. 



!,!. 



Regarding Claims 9, 26, 43, and 60, the Examiner 

directed to automatically evaluating Bayesianlnetiwork' 1 models for de;dsio|n 
wherein the BN model models a diagnostic domain,) with the conclusi on 

I ;.< |!l| || i ! • ' \] ' j),! ..„ . 

representing component failures or diseases, jthe <|vidence nodtjSTejjr^enl in 
recognizable symptoms of those failures or disjeases, and the auxiliary) 
representing additional information useful; in conjunction with the evidencIe]nodje^ 
conclusion nodes (referring to Section 2.2, Paragraph 6). 



10 Regarding the rejections of Claims 9, 26, 43, and 60 over the Thompson 



Regarding the Examiner's rejection of Claims 9, 26, 43,jand 60, 
Applicants refer the Examiner to page 3 1 of this response. 



Examiner's rejection of Claims 10, 27, 44, 



15 Regarding Claims 10, 27, 44, and 61, theiExaminer stated that the Thonpsoi 



directed to automatically evaluating Bayesiaj j 
wherein the BN model further includes at' least! prie auxiliary node ckibjkknyj II 



arid 61 



li! 



L !■ 



netwprk models for decifcfon 



between at least one evidence node and at least one conclusion node (referriii; 

: pr| | i; hl ; : 

2.2, "Bayesian Network Models," Paragraph 6)i | 



Regarding the rejections of Claims 10, 27, 44, arid 61 over the Thomps 



Regarding the Examiner's rejction of Claims 10, 27, 44, and 61 j the 

i 

Applicants refer the Examiner to page 3 1 of this response. 



Examiner's rejection of Claims 11, 28, 45, arid 62 I 

Regarding Claims 1 1, 28, 45, and 62, the Examiner stated that the Thomp 



directed to automatically evaluating Bayesiaii network models 'for dejc j \ ;ipn| s|ij 
wherein the sampling is performed by a Moate C;rlo 4lgorithm (refeii'ing i$ 



3.2, Paragraph 4, and Step 3). 
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i 

Regarding the rejections of Claims 11, 28, 45, and 62 over the Thompson larticlc 

' i v '; 

Regarding the Examiner's rejection of Claims 1 1, 28, 45, and 62, the 
Applicants refer the Examiner to page 31 of this response 



5 Examiner's rejection of Claims 12, 29, 46, 



directed to automatically evaluating Bayesian 



wherein the outputted representation is aieomplet'e 



1 ! II I 

ijl! j 
and 63 



Regarding Claims 12, 29, 46, and 63, thejExam|iner stated thatlthe Thojmpsoi 



fretwork models for deci sion 



states for all conclusions given a particular ^et 
(referring to Section 4.1, Paragraph 1). > 



of combinations of comclusio 



representation o 



Regarding the rejections of Claims 12, 29, 46, and 63 over the Thompson 




Regarding the Examiner's rejection of Claims 12, 29, 46, and 63, the 

Applicants refer the Examiner to page 3 1 of this response. ! 

* i 1 

t i 
i 

Examiner's rejection of Claims 13, 30, 47, and 64 

i : . 

Regarding Claims 13, 30, 47, and 64, the Examiner stated that the Thompson 



directed to automatically evaluating Bayesian 
wherein the outputted representation is a gra 
4.1, Paragraph 1). j 



Regarding the rejections of Claims 13, 30, 



I!, 

phica. 



network models for decisiori 



representation (ie 



4jl and 64 over the Thompson 



IIT!' I! 



Regarding the Examiner's rejection off Claims 13, 30, 47, and 64, the 



erring 



Applicants refer the Examiner to page|31 of this response 



Examiner's rejection of Claims 14, 31, 48, and 65 i I 

• i ! 

i 

Regarding Claims 14, 3 1, 48, and 65, the Examiner stated that the Thompson articM 

; ■ jiH# 

directed to automatically evaluating Bayesian network models for decision supppjjt|| 
wherein the outputted representation is a matrix of averages of iprobabilities |o f jti 



ion 



■ii in 



conclusion states for implicated conclusions versus a selected set of comBih^t 

j ! ! ' ' I ■ I 1 j ' ! 1 1 

conclusion states, and whereby ajuser can determine an accuracy of thi BMm 
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i ' In' 

propensity to yield proper conclusions (referr;ing 

Section 4.2). 



i ! 



to Section 3.2, Paragraph; 



il li 

1 . ii 



Regarding the rejections of Claims 14, 31, 48, and 65 over the Thompso 



5 Regarding the Examiner's rejection of Claims 14, 3 1, 48, and 65, the 

; i 

Applicants refer the Examiner to page 3 1 of this response. 

| 

Examiner's rejection of Claims 15, 32, 49, and 66 

: i i ! 
Regarding Claims 15, 32, 49, and 66, the Examiner stated that the Tho'mpstiiji 

ih ! ji| ; . 1 I ^ li! i 

1 0 directed to automatically evaluating Bayesianlnetwork models for decision 1 

• !'l | • i | ." 

wherein the outputted representation is a, graphical representation in t 
dimensional intensity matrix (referring to Figure 4) anid a threk-dimmsionall 

• • ! || ; . i ,|; . .!. j ■ 

(referring to Figure 5). ; |-i ; ; ; : '< .. j j 

I i : i ■ , 

15 Regarding the rejections of Claims 15, 32, 49, and 66 over the Thompsorifar 



lil : ! HI "! 

Regarding the Examiner's rejection of Claims 15, 32, 49, and 6,6,, the 



Applicants refer the Examiner to page 31 off this response. 



Examiner's rejection of Claims 16, 33, 50, and 67 

Regarding Claims 16, 33, 50, and 67, the Examiner, stated that the Thompson 
directed to automatically evaluating Bayesian network models for decision 
wherein the conclusion nodes are weighted by , weights representing their; imti 



whereby an accuracy of the BN model's propensity 
weighted for particular conclusions based: 'tin jtheir 
Section 3.2, Paragraph 7). 1 



Regarding the rejections of Claims 16, 33, 



to yield proper con 



relative importance i iefesrii 



I Is . 

lusio 



50, and 67 over the Thompson 



Regarding the Examiner's} rejection! ofjjClairns 16, 33, 5pL and 6i,j th^ 



Applicants refer the Examiner to page. 31 qfj this response. 



Examiner^ rejection of Claims 17, 34, 51, and 68 



Page 30 of 53 



BWO- 

I 



US App. No. 10/692,697 



:3Riii!ioAi 



10 



15 



20 



25 



30 



Reply to Office Action of September 8, 2006 

Regarding Claims 17, 34, 51, and, 68, the Ex; 
directed to automatically evaluating Bayesian 



wherein the BN model models a diagnostic domain, * 
representing component failures or diseases, he'evidencfe nodes reprebejntin| 



miner stated that the Tho npscm 
network models for decision su|>; 



symptoms of those failures or diseases, and the 'auxi 

j ; IJ ij |] 

information useful, in conjunction with the evidence 

i 

(referring to Section 2.2, Paragraph 6). 



1 1 i. 



iary nodes representing! a(l< 



r 



nodes and conclusion node 



with the cohclusidii 'nddB! 



Regarding the rejections of Claims 17, 34, 51, arid 68 over the Thompsbn article 



Regarding the Examiners rejection of Claims 17, 34, 51, and 68,| the 
Applicants refer the Examiner to page 3 1 of this response. ■ 

Regarding the rejections of Claims 2-17, 19-34, 36-51, and 53-68! oyer th 



Thompson article 

The Applicants refer the Examiner to 
rejection of the base Claims 1, 18, 35 



Thompson article. Because the Thompson article fails to teach 



the comments 'above cohc ( ernin\ 



and 52;asi being anticipjateid b^ime 



elements of Claims 1, 18, 35, and 52, 
35, and 52, for reasons discussed above, 1 the 
that Claims 1,18, 35, and 52 are patentable 



all 1 til 



afrariged exactly as in Claims 1;,' 



Applicants strongly 

I i " 
over the prior art.; 



believe 



8 



Bit 



i ' 



Furthermore, the Applicants submit that Claims 2-17 are dependent; upon 

Claim 1, Claims 19-34 are dependent upon Claim 18, Claims 36,-51 are 

i ■ : 

dependent upon Claim 35, and Claims 53-68 are dependent upon Cla jn 

1 8jj 



are also patentable under 35 U.S.C.;§ 



dependence upon an allowable base claim 



respectfully request that the Examine^ 



1 02(a), i at least based ori 



withe raw this rejejetior 



Therefore, the App 



Page 31 pf 52. 



17, 19-34,36-51 



arid 5;3r 



their | 



set<] 



52. For the reasons given above, the Applicants submit that Claims 1 
35, and 52 are patentable, i Thereforej jin, addition to the reasons 
above, the Applicants submit that Claims 2 r 



icants 



! i 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC $ 102(b) 

In section 3 of the current office action, the Examiner rejected Claims 1 
33-36, 44, 50-53, 61, 67, and 68 under 35 U.&.C. § il02 (b) as being anticipated,!^ 

; j ; ! J; * ; 1 ,! 

Skaanning et al. (U.S. Publication No. 2001/001 1260, hereinafter referred [tq 
"Skaanning publication"). 



2j;lQ 



Examiner's rejection of Claims 1, 18, 35, ancl 52 



Regarding Claims 1,18, 35, and 52, the Ex; 



directed to a method for automatically evaluating Bayesian network models j 



iner 



, II. 
stated that the Skaai 



(BN) model] (referring p||f ?| 
coricliisior 



, m g 



support comprising receiving a Bayesian Netw'or 

including evidence nodes (referring to Figure |7, riodes 520-530), and 

(referring to Figure 7, node 500), where the conclusion nodes are linked with 

evidence nodes by causal dependency links (referring to Figure 7, Paragrap 

and [0186]), and where the evidence nodes have eyidence states and the cjdilo 

nodes have conclusion states (referring to Paragraph [0013]). The Examiner 

j . ■ j ; ' J 

stated that the prior art discloses an automated diagnosis system that utilizes 

networks to model a system component causing failure of a system.' 



Examiner stated that the term "conclusion node" in the instant application 



interpreted to be analogous to the "indicator 



Furthermore, the Examiner stated that the; s 



'urthqiii 

■ in 



node", in the pripr art 



purification ofj the 



inst 



1 

representative of t 



e sysm 



that the conclusion nodes are all the nodes that; are 

■n ii , n , 

(referring to Paragraph [51] of the present invention). Then, the Examine: 

: ij" i;| : I I (I, ;'|| L (i 

that the prior art discloses an indicator node that has a state that indic^tes;|\^lpj^thj 



25 system component is causing a failure (referring to Paragraph |0028]), 
nodes represent the failures of the system. : i 



ton is 



ffion 1 



(ates 



ires; 



andi:thusj( 

i 



ihe> 



The Examiner further stated that the term "evidence node" in the instant appLic| 
interpreted to be analogous to the cause and diagnostic nodes in the; prior ( ait.| if \s 
the specification of the instant application^ tfre Examiner stated that tlfel e^iii 

■ ■ • i jl ji I; I ■ | 

are all the nodes that model symptoms arid test results preferring to Paragrft 
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node" 



the present invention). The Examiner further stated that thei'icause 

: j|j ! | 

art represents a cause of the system component p(.(j>ducing a failure arlc I ; eajc^ij jcii !e ; 

step suggests an action to remedy causes represented by any cause nojde to 

diagnostic node is coupled. 

! 

Furthermore, the Examiner stated that the Skaannirig publication teaches setiiny 

H " I' 1 1- 

states of the conclusion nodes to desired con^usi^n states (referring to Fiprcej ft 
900, and Paragraph [0073]), and determining, jby propagating do wn| the causal 



nee su 



dependency links, a corresponding probabil j^iof|(|ccurrence of evider 
evidence nodes and producing, from the probability! off occurrence, ii ; plural|||| 
samples of most likely states of the evidence nbdes preferring j to Figure 1 J 
and Paragraph [0108]). : 1 | 



publication teaches 



seating 



es of 



In addition, the Examiner stated that the Skaaririing 

■ 1 ( | | 1 i: 

of the evidence nodes to states corresponding |t!o the plurality of sampj^ 
states (referring to Paragraph [0137]), and propagating the evidence states b;ack| 
causal dependency links to the conclusion nodes, to obtain a plurality of 
the resulting states of the conclusion nodes (referring to Paragraphs) [01 33 J 
The Examiner further stated that the Skaanning publication teaches out^uttirigj ia 
20 representation of the plurality of the probabilities ! .of the states of the conc|liJ.sijCp|| 
(referring to Paragraph [0259]). | 



Regarding Claims 18, 35, and 52, The Examiner further stated that the 



publication teaches an apparatus and compu 
25 above steps (referring to Paragraph [0070]!). 



Regarding the rejections of Claims 1, 18 ■ 35j ana 52 over the 



V 

ei* .pro 



gram produ'e^for 



perform' 



Skaannirig 



tnor 



ie!i 



•N. 



thfe 



tion 



30 



<!:M m 



Addressing the requirements of anticipation, the Federal j Circuit; stateji 
that, 'There must be no difference betvyeen jthe claimed inveijtioii ^cijiitej 
reference disclosure, as viewed by a person 'of ordinary skill in me |ield oi 
the invention" Scripps Clinic & Research Found. V. Genentech Iric. 
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F.2d 1576 (Fed. Cir. 1991). Furthermore - ; the Federal .Circuit [stated] 

:i i. 



10 



15 



20 



25 



30 



"Anticipation requires that every element of the! claims kppear ; in'a sin 
reference ..." ContinentabCan Co:. , USA v. 



(Fed. Cir. 1991), and that "Anticipation re^ijires the disclosur|(; 

aim under consideration! 



prior art reference of each element of the c 



W.L. Gore & Associates v. Garldck 



Inc., 

I ! 



Monsanto Cp. , 94? 



i 



721 F.2d 1540^ 220 
iGircui 



that under 



(Fed. Cir. 1983). In addition, the Federal I Circuit stated 

i I 

U.S.C. § 102, "anticipation requires the presence in a single prior art] 

:' ; ! ill IMI 

reference disclosure of each and every element of the claimed invention,!! 

' i ' ' 

1 i .i 

arranged as in the claim " Lindemann Maschinenfabrik GmbH v. 
American Hoist & Derrick Co., 730 F.2d 1452 (Fed. Cir. 1984Y 



i r 



Therefore, in order to establish a prima ;facie case of anticipation; the 1 



Examiner must set forth an argument 
(2) that teaches or enables; (3) eactfd 
the. claim) (4) either expressly or inhtjentljj 
of ordinary skill in the art.| All of tHese! factors must|be 
of anticipation is not met. ! 



that provides (1) a single pfere; id 
the claimed elements (asia ir-ani 



ahd|(5) as interpret ed b,y] 



present, or 



The Applicants submit that the Skaaniiing publication, in combiiiatijbji 
with the knowledge of one skilled in the art, does not teach, disclose,': 
suggest, expressly or inherently, all of the claimed limitations of Claims l'j 

18, 35, and 52. More specifically, the Applicants submit that the 

i'| i • I 

Skaanning publication does not suggest to "automatically: evaluate i 

Bayesian network models for decision supjport by setting the states ofiitlie 

; i i I r 

conclusion nodes to desired conclusion 'states and determining, by 



propagating down the causal dependency 

probability of occurrence of evidence 



ii]L 

states 

I'll 



producing, from the probability of bi^jirrenc,e, p plurality o 

most likely states of the evidence ihojdes; then by setting the stages 

• ' ■ ' I'll " ! ' ' - : - '• Li 
evidence nodes to states corresponding to the ( plurality of samples of j 

Page 34li)f 5G 
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of the evidence nplcj^s;s!if 
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evidence states, and propagating the evidence states back up the causal] | 
dependency links to the conclusion nodes, to obtain a plurality 
probabilities of the resulting states of the 'conclusion nodes; and 
outputting a representation of the plura 



states of the conclusion nodes," as' 



iclii 



irhed 

i 



The Applicants firmly believe that the Examiner hasi misinterpre ted 



:| , ! i |H : k 

ity of the probabilities jiof jt 



)y Claims li. 



18, 35 ? anc 



application 



and 



document clearly c isclose; 



the claimed subject matter of the p rjes^ehl 

Skaanning document, since the Skaanning 

! ill'' f 

system for diagnosing a printer system by modeling the printer system 
using a Bayesian network model. :The Applicants respectfully* contend 
that Examiner has mistakenly equated thjis Skaanning's pjrir.teij ] : 
diagnosing system with the present invention which automatically 
evaluates Bayesian network models for accuracy 



The Applicants submit that the Skaanning document teaches the use 6 

"domain experts" to identify causes which |lead to particular diaghdses 

: : ■ || ; rj : i I ■if-. I if 

failure for printer systems (referring to paragraphs [0025!] to (|0026]« 5 j] 



[0073], and [0134]), and uses this; u doiriaih 



the Bayesian network models for .the] 



stated by the Examiner. The Applicants referi the Examiner to 'paragra 



expert" knowledge ltd 



printer systems, 



|asp: 



[0134] of the Skaarming document, , where it is taught tKat|the 



diagnostic algorithms need the probability pf the actions 



solvin 



to be given previously by "domain experts';} who have to answer fqrjpach 



Sk&anri 



listed cause, what is the probability that performing the actionsisolyes 

' i ■ • l 

problem. The probabilities are then used toibuild the BN model 
simulating the printer system and its potential failures. The Applicants 
further submit that the Skaanning's diagnosing system is only as accurate] 
as the Bayesian network model used by the Skaanning's idiaghosing 
system to model the printer systems, and that if this BN model is; 
inaccurate, the Skaaning diagnosing system 



! jh 



Pagei35 ;qf5:i3 : j 



will fail. In addition; the 
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disci 



Applicants submit that the Skaanning publication does not 

: . \ III', 
suggest the use of a method for automatic ally evaluating the BN 

model previously generated by "domain experts" of the Skaanning 



publication. Therefore, the Applicants submit that the diagnosing systeri 
taught by the Skaanning document requires a user interference (input) ' and 



"domain expert" knowledge to manually adjust or create the Bayesian 
Network models used by the Skaanning document. In contrast with t 



Skaanning document, the Applicants submjft that the present iny," 



used to automatically (without a user 



accuracy of the BN models for decision -support! suc h as! the 



BN models which are created by direct " domain expjertY 

• 1 ' 'hi 
which are used to model printer systems. 



.1 



interference or input) ev 



intenferenc'e; 



The Applicants further submit that, dni contrast with the Skaanning 
document which discloses a "system for. automated diagnosis) of printer! I 

' ' : ij ' ; \ Ij! \ m 

systems using Bayesian networks," (referring to the abstract of sthe I 

\ ' |! ■ ! I | 1 

Skaanning document, and paragraphs [0002], and [0025]-[0034 



ntion! 



aluatq the 

lull 



aningi 



I 



), the 



! 1 

hM in; 



i I 1 M 

present invention relates to a technique for predicting the accuracy ofj| t 



a BN model and determining what parameters may be providing 
inaccuracies in the model either because of inaccurate modeling '6n 



because of real-world observations (rbferring to pages jl to 2 



[04] to [09] of the present invention). 



the present invention is used to autoniati^calljy Xwithout ajuser 5 
interference or input) evaluate the -atcpuracyj 



That; is, the Applicants 



for decision support, which have been 

1 i ! J 

experts" such as the "Bayesian netwcjr 
document to diagnose printer systemsl[ 5 | , 



! !: 



of Bayesian network, moc.e 

•revipusly created by fdp^aan 

J III' * ! 

Is model used by the Ska^iming 



submit 



P ar |g; 



The Applicants submit that decision-suppor; systems are| computer 
systems in which decisions, typically rendered by humans, are i 
recommended and sometimes made (referring to pages 1, to 2, paragraphs} 
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[04] to [09] of the present invention) 



Thus 



computer scientist 



create decision-support systems that are equivalent tp orlmore aj; cura; 



than a human expert. Bayesian networks (BN), known |also as lpelj|fj 
networks, are one example of a modeling technology on which 

: 1 ■ |t iir in ; : ;| 

support system can be based, such as tic "Automated diagnosis 
system method using Bayesian networks" disclosed by the Skaannihgl 
publication. The Applicants further submit that before BN models : canj be| 
used in decision support aids, they have to be extensively evaluated;, |hd j 
that typical evaluation relies on comparing the answers s.uggestejd by:th(! jjjllj 
BN models with those expected by the experts. The evaluation is 
generally limited to a relatively small number of decision cases, 
the experts know the correct answer. Therefore, a conventional 



domain experts" which isi 



limited ad-hoc testing, such as the; 



ways 



paragraphs [O025Q 



incomplete, and theretforje 



to [0QM])!j 



for wHich 

iii 



evaluatfc 



i 



of BN models is typically based on a 
BN model testing performed by the " 
the Skaanning document (referring to 
a conventional evaluation is almost ! a 
unreliable. Thus, what is needed is i systematic approach for ^al|||| 
the performance of a BN model. The |pr ( ese|nt invention; solves ,i;his neeollt 

' 1 " :'| ' I I i ' ' 

providing a "method for automatically evaluating Bayesian netxyorlc ]i 

models for decision support," as claimed by the present application^ 

I i : i .j A 

Claims 1, 18, 35, and 53. : 1 > 



The Applicants further emphasize that a technical problem faced by al 
those who use BN in real-life decision support is that the BN models 
designed for critical decision support problems (e.g., diagnostics). j|Tl ijej 

BN models are very complex and, as such, need to be very carefully jj 

i ■ I s 1 ' ! ' I 1 

evaluated before they can be used in practice (referring |tp page 
paragraph [12] of the present application) 

that to accomplish this evaluation t task 

1 : ll 

. such as the "method for automatically 



hus, the Applicants sub 



'an automated: ey^luatibip 
evaluating Bayesian network 



models for decision support" claimed foil the present app 
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covers all the parts of the model and all the most probable decision ;casje|s|! 
is needed. 



'II! 

In addition, the Applicants submit that the Skaanning document is 



an automatic method (such as the method claimed by 

! 1 IN; !!| , 1 : 

application). Instead, the ; Skaanning jdpcument; requires 
and input. The Applicants submitjthat 



that the "Skaanning's diagnostic jsys tern" 



the 



user 



i i 



the Skaanning documen* 



Present | 

lmxerv^iMf 



integrates programmatic 



data-collectors to improve the interactive 



customer, and thus query the customer for relevant data th; 



used in the BN model in order to speedjup the diagnostic process 



(referring to paragraph [0034], [0073], a:nd 



gathering of data 1 



teacr. 



ill ! 



0259]). In contrast with the 



Skaanning document which requires constant user input, the present 

invention automatically (without constantly! querying the customer f orj N ; 

inputs) evaluates BN models by propagating down desired conclusion;).! 

states and then propagating back up the most likely evidence states , 

; ; |' | ! j ■ r 

corresponding to the desired conclusion [states. The prespnt i^y^nti'o|||| 



eventually outputs a representation o 
the resulting states of the conclusion 



The Applicants emphasize that the presjent 



model of a system (such as a printer) 



the plurality of the t probap 
nodes 



invention does: not 



to! diagnose the ca^dse of tne! sys 



litiei 



use a 

■ i 



Page 38 



y; suggested by the| Exajmliner 



ill 



lie states 



:sant 



! ! f\ :| 1 li i? , ..... 

failures. Instead, the present application discloses a method z njj app||[a|u; 

for automatically evaluating the accuracy !cjf the BN mo'dels themsilJe^ 

■ i; i I | ! | i 

and not evaluating the performance of a system that these BN model: 

represent (modeled). 

Furthermore, the Applicants submit that paragraph [0137] of the 
Skaanning document does, not teach or evenj suggest "setting thje 
the evidence nodes to states corresponding to the plurality o 
of the evidence states," as incorrect 
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Applicants submit that paragraphs [0|1|33] to [0134] of the Ska^rmiii^g | 
document do not teach or even sugge^|||piT()pagating the evidence |tfjjtf| 
back up the causal dependency links to the conclusion nidfes, t|b| 
obtain a plurality of probabilities of the resulting states :of the p^o rio l^x s i o; 
nodes," as incorrectly suggested by the Examiner. The Applicants 
request that since the Skaaning document only propagates in one r 
direction (referring to Figure 7), can the Examiner please identify 'WjHbrej 
the Examiner finds the limitation of propagating down the cau s al j 
dependency links and then propagating jba'ck up the causal dependey^! 



links? The Applicants submit that paragraph, [0259] of j the S 



document does not teach or even suggest "outputting a 
of the plurality of the probabilities 

nodes," as incorrectly suggested by the 



Examiner. The 



Applicants 

•: i ; t 1 m M 

submit that paragraph [0259] of the Skaanning document only discfq 



ka,anniris 



representatio 



of the states of the conclusi 



'that a user interface guides the user tqjan 



identification of the 



If, ii 



that he is experiencing, where the diagnostic system first suggest either 



i I 



an action or a question to the user, andtheih the user responds (to thi^ 
queries." The Applicants further submit that there is not a single 
mention of "outputting a representation of the plurality of the 
probabilities of the states of the conclusion nodes" anywhere in!' 
paragraph [0259] as previously suggested , by the Examiner. I 



not teach; disclose, or suggest! 



Thus, the Skaanning publication doe | 

automatically evaluating Bayesian nqty/prkj piodels for decisipr 



The Applicants respectfully request that! the 



J| 1 f I ! " 

where in the Skaanning publication thle' (Examiner finds that the 



! ii 



I 1 



Examiner ihdicafei 



"automatically evaluating Bayesianlriet^ork models for deq 



TO 

I llUi 



iim'ita 

FTf 

sion j 



support; propagating down desired conclusion states and the^r 

': ! " | ■ j | Ii 1 ,,, 

propagating back up the most likely evidence states corresponding^© 

• : i j : ! !.!;L J j l "I l 

the desired conclusion states; obtaining a> plurality of probabilities) of th^jj 

resulting states of the conclusion nodes; and eventually outputting a 

111 1 ! 

ml 
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representation of the plurality of the probabilities of the resulting 

I ; 4 1 1 i i j I 1 
states of the conclusion nodes," is taught 



Therefore, the Applicants submit thai! theS 



disclosed 



kaanhing 'publication 



combination with the knowledge of on^ 'skilled in the art!, ! do 
disclose, or suggest, expressly or inherently 



of Claims 1, 18, 35, and 52. 



or 



suggested 



•.if i 



rt| ■ does' 
all of the claimed 



if 

f if 

iplitai 



u 81 



IMIlM 

i 



Mr 



! 1 li 

iii 



! 



Because the Skaanning publication fails to teach all the elempnts of 
Claims 1,18, 35, and 52, arranged exactly as in Claims 1, 18, 35, and S'iilll 1 
for reasons discussed above, the Applicants (respectfully requfest that IM 
Examiner withdraw this rejection under 35jlJ.S.C. § 102;(b) of ,C " 1 s 4 1 1; | j 
18,35,and52. ■ ^ ;i : ' - 



Examiner's rejection of Claims 2, 10, 19; 274136 



Regarding Claims 2, 10, 19, 27, 36, 4,4, % 

* i 

Skaanning publication teaches evaluating Bayjesian network models fa 



III- 



. . t 
arid 61 



44,153, and 61 



! !' ■ ! • 

, the Examiner stlatbd -thai 



support, wherein the BN model further includes at least one auxiliary 



20 Figure 7, node 501, and Paragraphs [0195] to [019 t 9]) causally linked between at ||a"st 

i ' : l ! I A . :|| ! : | jjj li |;J 

one evidence node (referring to Figure 7 nodes 520-530) and at least one jcor .cla&ijajii; 



r beq 



nbd'ej 

3, 



Mr 



to 



node (referring to Figure 7 node 500). 



i i 



Regarding the rejections of Claims 2, 10, 19, 27, 36, 44, 53, and 61 lover the 



Skaanning publication ; ; 

Regarding the Examiner's' rejection of\ Claims 2, 10, 19,127, 36 



and 61, the Applicants refer the Examiner to page 42 of this response, 



Examiner's rejection of Claims 116, 33, 50, 



30 Regarding Claims 1 6, 33, 50, and 67, the/ExJamirier Stated that the Skiannin. 



i 

and 6(7 



■i j . i 



publication teaches automatically evaluating! Bayesian netwoi]k ! mode 
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'i i 



(weighted) and added (referring to Paragraph 
Regarding the rejections of Claims 16, 33 



publication 

Regarding the rejection of Claims. i|6 



33, 30,' and 67, the 1 Apple ants 



the Examiner page 42 of this response; 



I.. 



! f 



support, wherein the conclusion nodes are weighted by weights representing the i 

importance, and whereby the accuracy of the BN model's propensity to yield pr^j 

j; . i • ! i j j .I s J |;|r' 

conclusions may be weighted for particular conclusions based qn their relatijve 

importance (referring to Paragraphs [0148] to [0154]). The Examiner further jsM 

1 : j : | . ■ . < |'-|. j p 

the cost function is estimated using multiple factors (referring to Paragraph [0148; 

-I, :■ i • 1 1 £ ;Ml m , ; 

as risk (referring to Paragraph [0150]) and mcjriey Referring to Paragraph [Qjl ||j]j1n " ' 

the Examiner stated that the factors are cdhvJrted aid are then balance e.:aclc^!r|iii 



such 



t,t)02|])l and the auxili^rj 
unction 



con 
50 



Regarding the rejections of Claims 17, 34, 51, and 68 over the Skaannirig 



; I; 



, and re 

! I ! 



with the 



Examiner's rejection of Claims 17, 34, 51, and 68 

Regarding Claims 17, 34, 51, and 68, the Examiner stated that the Skaanrji: 
publication teaches automatically evaluating Bayesian network models for decisjoi 

; ; : • , ' I I [t| Nil; III 

support, wherein the BN model models a diagnostic domain (referring 

; ; . j , | 

the conclusion nodes representing components failures or diseases (re 

! Pj , 1 | 

Paragraph [0028]), the evidence jnodes representing recognizable syp^pto^|jjs|||c 
failures or diseases (referring to jParagraph 
representing additional information useful in] 
conclusion nodes (referring to Figure 7 5 ino ie 
to [0199]). ! | 



ernne 

i'i inn 



:Fara 

■ 'I w 



with 



publication 

Regarding the rejection of Claims 17, 3:4, 51, and 68, the Applicants V'dferj; 
the Examiner to the comments immediatelyjbelow. 
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Regarding the rejections of Claims 2-17, 19-34, 36-51, and 53-68 



over thej 



Skaanning publication 

The Applicants refer the Examiner to the comments above concerning ithe I 

• ' . "| i .pi'] J.; 1 

rejection of the base Claims 1,18, 35, and 5.2 as being anticipated by (the 1 ;' 

i ij ; ip| jj 

Skaanning publication. Because the Skaanning publication fails to tjs^ch|||| 

all the elements of Claims 1,18, 35, and 52, arranged exactly: as in Claim's 

1,18, 35, and 52, for reasons discussedj above, the Applicants sbongj^||; jj 

believe that Claims 1,18, 35, and 52 are patentable over the prior a!rt 



Furthermore, the Applicants submit that! Claims j 2- 17 are depenplen 



Claim 1, Claims 19-34 are dependent 
dependent upon Claim 35,; and Claims 
52. For the reasons given above, the 



juporijciaipi 18, Claims 



5;3-68 jare dependent upqiji;Cla|m|| 



Applicants submit that Claims, 1 



36 



35, and 52 are patentable, i Therefore, in Addition to the reasons 



T 5iil 



set fo 

I!! I 



above, the Applicants submit that Claims 2, 10, 16-17, 19, 27j, 38-3;^; '3j 



44, 50-51, 53, 61, 67, and 68 are also patentable under 35 U.S.C 

! 1 ■ i 

at least based on their dependence upon an allowable base claim 

i 

Therefore, the Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner 
this rejection. j 



1 



Claims Rejections 



Examiner's rejections of Claims 3-9, 11-15 



35USC $ lQ3(aV 



20-26, 28-32, 37-43, 4 ! 5 



mm 



withdrav 




66 over the Skaanning publication, in view 



I 



In sections 5 of the current office action, the. 
28-32, 37-43, 45-49, 54-60, and 6 : 2-66 uniter 



of the! Murphy thesis ; 



Exjaminer rejected, Claims 

||u|.cJ : § ld3(i) 



over the Skaanning publication, in view of Muiphy ("Dynamic 

: H| I 1 i ! ■ 

Representation, Inference, and Learning,'' herein referred to as the " 

*. i 



Examiner's rejection of Claims 3, 11, 20, 28, 37,i45, 54, and '62 oveii th'ei 



publication, in view of the Murphy thesis 
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Monte Carlo algorithm. The Examiner further 



the Examiner stated that 
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Regarding Claims 3, 1 1, 20, 28, 37, 45, 54, and 62 
Skaanning publication does not disclose aimethod 
Bayesian network models for decision suppoi;;] wherein the; sampling 



i i • • i 
for automatically ev 



stared that the Murp iy (the 



performing Bayesian sampling using the Monte Cjarlo method (referring to] 



ti 



aliia i 



I 



that, at 



l; i 



beca 



skill in Itiha anb to 



thesis Section 5.1 "introduction"). In additiori, 1 the Examiner stated 

■j 1 ill : ' i 

the invention, it would have been obvious to one or more of ordinary 

combine the teachings of the Skaanning publication and the Murphy jlkesis 1 

Monte Carlo method is easy to implement, and the Monte Carlo method workjsj| 

almost any kind of model, and Monte Carlo method is guaranteed to givejth&ex^ 

answer (referring to the Murphy thesis Section 5.1, Paragraph 2) 



Regarding the rejections of Claims 3, 11, 2(h 28;l37, 45, 54, and 62 



Skaanning publication, in view of the Murphy thesis 



of) 



(pair as 3^ 11 



Regarding the Examiner's rejection 

' j i j ; : ■ j : 

and 62, the Applicants refer the Examinfer to page 49 of this ne| 



Examiner's rejection of Claims 4, 21, 38, and 55 



20 



28,37 



over the Skaanning pjuiMic-aTO 



!| ! iM Hill I 

. I'll 

over the 



res pons 



25 



view of the Murphy thesis 



i'i in 



20 Regarding Claims 4, 21, 38, and 55 the Examiner sjtated that the combi nation [of 

Skaanning publication and the Murphy thesis as applied to Claims 3, |20, 3p Vndl 

I I ' ■ 

above teach an outputted representation that is a complete representation, of 
probabilities of states for all conclusions given a particular set of combinations ?<j}| 
conclusion states (referring to the Murphy thesis Figure 5.9). 



Regarding the rejections of Claims 4, 21, 38, and 55 over the Skaanning 



m 



j ii 



fcion, 



30 



in view of the Murphy thesis 

Regarding the Examiner's rejection o 
Applicants refer the Examiner to pag< 



Claims 4; 21, 



\ ii 

49 of 



38 i5 



and 55 



this- response. 
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Examiner's rejection of Claims 5, 22, 39, an<d 56 over the Skaanning pUD 



view of the Murphy thesis 



LJ 



Regarding Claims 5 5 22, 39, and 56 the Examiner stated that the coiqbi 

;;j ij ij i j j 

the Skaanning publication and the Murphy tjhesis as applied to Claim:? 
above teach a graphical outputted representation (Referring to me Muj-phyjjt^e 
5.9). 



Regarding the rejections of Claims 5, 22, 39 



and 56 over the Skaahning 



10 



15 



20 



in view of the Murphy thesis 

Regarding the Examine 
Applicants refer the Examiner to page 49 bfjthis response 



Regarding the Examiner's rejection ofiClaims 5, 22, 39,|and 5^, 



conclusion states for implicated conclusions versus a selected; set of dom^irkl 

•!, ii I 1 i h l ill, 

conclusion states, whereby a user can determine ain accuracy <j)f the BIN itio* 
propensity to yield proper conclusions, (^fe|iriJg to the rUurjihy t le^jis Wa, 
paragraph). 1 



Jl 



!l j! 



Regarding the rejections of Claims 6, 23, 491 and 57 over the Skaanning 



Examiner's rejection of Claims 6, 23, 49, and 57 over the Skaanning nublicatioWin 
view of the Murphy thesis 1 

Regarding Claims 6, 23, 49, and 57 the Examiner stated that the combination 
Skaanning publication and the Murphy thesis as applied to Claims 4 : 
above teaches automatically evaluating Baye^ian jiietwork models for 
where the outputted representation is a matrix j of averages of pfobabi 



rst 



tion, 



25 



in view of the Murphy thesis 

Regarding the Examiner's rejection of Claims 6, 23, 49, and 57« 3 
Applicants refer the Examiner to page 49 of this response 



Examiner's rejection of Claims 7, 24, 41, and 58 over the Skaanning pub 



n, 



30 in view of the Murphy thesis 



i. 
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i ' ! I 

Regarding Claims 7, 24, 41, and;58 the Examiner 
Skaanning publication and the Murphy thesis as a 



> as ap 

jut 



stated that the comWatig 
plied to Claims 6, 



above teaches automatically evaluating Bayesian network models 



for decfisic 



support, wherein the outputted representation is a graphical representation in 1 
of a two-dimensional intensity matrix (referring to the Murphy thesis Figure |5 J 9| 
three-dimensional bar chart (referring to the Murphy thesis Figures :4.:> 



Regarding the rejections of Claims 7, 24, 41, and 58over the Skaannin 



publication, in view of the Murphy thesis 

Regarding the Examiner's rejectio'n o 
Applicants refer the Examiner to page 



58 



Examiner's rejection of Claims 8, 25, 42, and 59 



;| ! !' 

i ; 



Claims 1\ 24] 41,' and 

il'i Ii 

49 of this response 

i :' i 

1 ! ! 

over the Skaanniiig 



rr 



25 



view of the Murphy thesis 



1 5 Regarding Claims 8, 25, 42, and 59 the Examiner 



stated that the Skaanning 

ii 



ion 



is directed to a method for automatically evaluating Bayesian netwprk.m^ 
decision support, wherein the conclusion nodes are weighted by weights re]3^es^|||ag 

I : ! j | • 

their importance, and whereby the accuracy of the BN model's propensity 
proper conclusions may be weighted for particular! conclusions; based' on their [ijej 
20 . importance (referring to Paragraphs [0148] to . [01 54]). The Examiner 

the cost function is estimated using multiple factojrs (referring to Paragraph] { 



th ! en balanced 

f 



aciordi 

" i ■ 



such as risk (referring to Paragraph [01 5p 
[0151]), and that the factors are; converted janjd are 
(weighted) and added (referring to Paragraph [0154]) 



Regarding the rejections of Claims 8, 25, 42,land 59 over the: Skaanning 



) and 1 money (referring to 



tion, 



30 



in view of the Murphy thesis 

' . : " !;|f Ji \ 
Regarding the Examiner's rejection of\ Claims 8, 25, 42, and 

Applicants refer the Examiner to page 49 of this response 



i i 
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Examiner's rejection of Claims 9, 26, 43, iahfi 60 ovier the Skaaririirig Ip 



in view of the Murphy thesis i : I ! 

i I ' I:,,, i j 

Regarding .Claims 9, 26, 43, and|60 the Examiner 



j! .t 



stated that the Skaannin 

i, ! M ! • MP If 

•network models; for deci JJ 



is directed to automatically evaluating, Bjajy^ jistn 

wherein the BN model models a jdiagnostic jd^maiii (referring |to' the| ; al^s^ 
conclusion nodes representing component failures! or diseases preferring to 
[0028]), the evidence nodes representing recognizable symptom's of those failtre 



diseases (referring to Paragraph [0028]), and the auxiliary nodes repjresjejatin^I 
additional information useful in conjunction with 'the evidence nodes ana 'c^ncj j 
10 nodes (referring to Figures 7 and 8, and Paragraphs [0195] to [0199] ) 



Regarding the rejections of Claims 9, 26, 43; and 60 over the Skaarinitig 



publication, in view of the Murphy thesis 

Regarding the Examiner' sj rejection^ 



Applicants refer the Examiner to page 49 of this ; response 



Examiner's rejection of Claims 112, 29, 



46 



11 



jGlaiins 9[ 26ji4^ ( knd 6 



and 



63 over the Skaanniiig plul 



•■ the 



ion 



III Ji 

I 1 1 



20 



cone 



in view of the Murphy thesis 

! • • ■ i ■ ■ » ; ■ j. • y jjjlj 1 

Regarding Claims 12, 29, 46, and 63 the ! Examiner stated that the Skaahning!] ; 

! ! ; i' :! H ill : ' ! II 111 I. 

publication does not disclose a method !for ; automatically evaluat;dn^iBaye&isM 

1 ! -V 'l I ! j'!' $ lilHI 

network models for decision support, as set jfortlp in Claim 1;, wherein i|4jej3Vf 
representation is a complete representation of probabilities of istates for all 

. ! . ! i 

! ;;i j 

given a particular set of combinations of conclusion states. The:Examirier furtherj 

' i ' \ j • i ' 

that the Murphy thesis teaches an outputted representation that is a complete; 

25 representation of probabilities o ( f states for all conclusions given d partijeu 
combinations of conclusion statps (refemnjg to the Murphy !the sis Y :.gu|:e 
the Examiner stated that, at the time of the inventi on, 'one of ordinary skill 
would have obviously combined the teachings; !of the Skaanning publication { 
Murphy thesis because the algorithm pres^iiti j by |] ^urphy^Lesis Ci:|i|l?(|p 

30 a short amount of time (referring jto the Murpfey tit ekis; 'Introduction < 



H ! 
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Regarding the rejections of Claims 12, 29, 46, and 63 over the Skaanning 



publication, in view of the Murphy thesis 

Regarding the Examiner's rejection ofj Claims 12, 29, 46, and 

' ' IN' I' ! • 

Applicants refer the Examiner to pagp|49 of this response 

' k ! ■ 

Examinees rejection of Claims 113, 30, 47 



land 



64 over the Skaarihirig p! 



63, l« 



ion 



10 



15 



in view of the Murphy thesis 

Regarding Claims 13, 30, 47, and 64 the Ei 



i- mi •• 
airier stated thai the 



Skain'nir 



1 

that' 



the 



publication does not disclose a method for aut<jma|ically evaluating 3aiyes| 
models for decision support as set forth in GlaiA 1, wherein the ouijiut|ej<| 
representation is a graphical representation. :;Tihe; Examiner further staged 
Murphy thesis teaches a graphical outputted representation (referring to |i 
thesis Figure 5.9). Furthermore, the Examiner Stated that, at the time .of 
invention, one of ordinary skill in the art would have obviously combine^ 
teachings of the Skaanning publication and thejMurphy thesis because 
presented by the Murphy thesis can be performed in a short amount of 



m 

I til 



the Murphy thesis "Introduction 1 ). 



Regarding the rejections of Claims 13, 30 



20 publication, in view of the Murphy thesis 



Regarding the Examiner' sj rejection of 
Applicants refer the Exam-iner to page 



47, and 64 over! the Skaanni 



Examiner's rejection of Claims 14, 31, 48, and 65 over the Skaanning publication 



time C 

t i '* i IS 



Claims 13, 30,l47j and! 

!P f ' i ; I | 

4p qijthis response. 

1 1 



theik: 



the 

I 

thi 



Mil 



mm* 

\M 1.1 



my 



!to; 



i 



25 



30 



in view of the Murphy thesis i 

Regarding Claims 14, 31, 48, and 65 the Examiner stated that the Skaamfir 

publication does not disclose a method for automatically evaluating 

.! i ' 'j i 

network models for decision support as set forth;in Claim 1, wherein th'b 



Baye; 



representation is a matrix of averages of prbb^abr 



implicatediConclusions versus a ; selected .sejt; 
whereby a user can determine an accuracy 



0 

Pagej4f7 



! : 



of combinations of cone 



ji 

Hhe 



:df 5 



ities of the conclusion 



' t '" ! in! 

BN;. model's propensity 



jusior 



fstat; 



outputroed 



■ 



and' 
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conclusions. The Examiner further stated that' the Murphy thesis teaches 



automatic' 



evaluating Bayesian network models for decision support, where the outputtec 
representation is a matrix of averages of probabilities of the conclusion states if or 
implicated conclusions versus a selected set of combinations of conclusion states 
a user can determine an accuracy of the BN model s propensity to' yield proper 
(referring to the Murphy thesis Page 176, first paragraph). Furthermore, the! 
stated that, at the time of the invention, one of ordinary skill in the art would 



' i: 



Umhby 



obviously combined the teachings of the Skaanning (publication and the 
because the algorithm presented by Murphy can beiperformed in ;a short 
(referring to the Murphy thesis "Introduction:). 



Regarding the rejections of Claims 14, 31 



publication, in view of the Murphy thesis 



Regarding the Examiner's rejection of Claims 14, 31, 48, and 1 

il | 

Applicants refer the Examiner to page 49 of] this response 



48, and 65 over the Skaarinid 



I! 



Examiner's rejection of Claims 15, 32, 49, and 66 over the Skaanning publication, 



Murp[h^||t 
amOUri 



\f\b 



in view of the Murphy thesis ! 

Regarding Claims 15, 32, 49, and 66 the Examiner stated that the Skaanning 

! . | ' | 

does not disclose a method for automatically evaluating Bayesiaii network mode 

decision support as set forth in Claim 1, wherdn;thejoutputted representation ijj 

representation in the form of a two-dimensional intensity matrixjand a'i tree-Hijtai 

' I ! ' '1 I ^ ' i i ' I ' III f| 

bar chart. The Examiner further stated that the; Murphy thesis teaches -autojii; 

!: 1; It, 

outpuM 

]!•! Lu 

:onaliin:e: 



iff 



II. 



evaluating Bayesian network models for decisibn support, wherein the 

the form of a two-dimen; 



, and a three}dimeri$ibrial 



the Exami 

' fffl 

ave qb\ 



iav< 



Ition 



ner 



representation is a graphical representation iiiji 

matrix (referring to the Murphy Jhesis Figure] 5.5fi 

■ Ij H ! ! 

(referring to the Murphy thesis Figures 4-3 land 414). Furthermore, 
that, at the time of the invention, one of ordinary skill in the art would 
combined the teachings of the Skaanning publication and the Muiphy;tft<^ 
algorithm presented by Murphy can be performed in a short amount of time|:(i'ejfe^: 
the Murphy thesis "Introduction ). 

i 

Page 48 of 53 



US App. No. 10/692,697 



mull 



.-tijim 



Reply to Office Action of September 8, 2006 



Regarding the rejections of Claims 15, 32. 



publication, in view of the Murphy thesis 



: \- 



49, and 66 over the Skaanning 



Regarding the Examiner's 1 rejection cl: jjlairis 15, 32, 49, and 
Applicants refer the Examiner to the coihments immediately belowl 



■I 



Regarding the rejections of Claims 3-9, 11-15, 20-26, 28-32, 37-43, 



45-49 



54MlMnd 



i i ; i] i 

62-66 over the Skaanning publication, in view of the Murphy thesis 

The Applicants refer the Examiner to the comments above concernin| : 
rejection of the base Claims 1, 18, 35, and 5,2 as being anticipated b!y/tS| 
Skaanning publication. Because the Skaanning publication fails t4|tea|hjj|||| 
all the elements of the base Claims 1, ! l.js, 3jS, and 52, arranged 4 c ^jj| 
in Claims 1, 18, 35, and 52, for reasons' disjcussed above, the A]j^licmllfs| 



strongly believe that Claims 1, 18, 35 

si 

art, I . • : | ; " 



and 52j are patentable ov 



In addition, the Applicants submit; that MPEPj 2143.03 noted thkjto 

■ ■ :|| ■ i jl]' j 

establish a prima facie case of obviousness- all the claim limitations 



l! I! 



rithe 




be taught or suggested by the prior art; jThe Applicants !r|espectrall^ 
submit that the combination of the Skaanning document iwithitheMurohy 
thesis does not teach all of the claim limitations of Claims 1,18, 35| arid ! 

: | ' [J 

52. Specifically, the Applicants assert that the combination does hot 
teach, disclose, or suggest "automatically ;evaluating Bay esian 
network models for decision support" as is claimed in Claimjs 1, Jl$jj$5|]| 

and 52. , 



:1J I 



For the reasons ; 

the Skaanning document with the ijlui-'pjjy t|e^is|does|,npjjt teach,! oij p js|:]$ 
or even suggest to "automatically evaluating -payesian network ih^j iel j |; 
decision support; propagating down de|ijed conclusion states ai d jthei . 
propagating back up the most likely evidence states corresponding to tHej 



I I 
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desired conclusion states; obtaining a plurality of probabilities of thej resulting 



states of the conclusion nodes; and eventually outputting a representation 
the plurality of the probabilities of the resulting states of the conclusion 
nodes 

"i 



Therefore, the Applicaritsi submit 
combination with the Murphy thesis 



expressly or inherently, all of th ! e cfairri^d limitations of the ba|i 
18, 35, and 52. For the, foregoing 
Claims 1, 18, 35, and 52,! as written, 
of prior art references. 



frhat 

\r 

,1 ; 

does 



the j: Skaannirig doeumd 



i i - 1 
not |teach, disclose 

: L L 



r'easojijis the Applipants : .!l3^1i|\j| 
are Jatentable over the ciinbi|i^t|€| 



<pr l su 

ei, 



& 



Furthermore, the Applicants submit that Claims 2-17 are' dependent upon ! i 
Claim 1, Claims 19-34 are dependent upon Claim 18, Claims;36-51? ajrej ^ 
dependent upon Claim 35, and Claims 53-68 are dependent upo|.C|aim|; [j 
52. For the reasons given ,above, the Applicants submit that Claims 
35, jand 52 are patentable. ■ Therefore,! in : addition to the irfeasons set fop 



above, the Applicants submit that Claiitis 2 



51, and Claims 53-68 are also patents. 



based on their dependence upon aii : a 

! ! 1 ' in!' 



17, Claims 19-34 



In addition, the Applicants submit! that the prior art references! db In 



le under 35 US.C.:§ im^M 



bdse claim 



contain any suggestion or motivation 



express or implied, 



Claims 31 



that the 



combined, without either of the prior 



ai]ts actually suggesting 



Page50!df 53 



! : 



to make pne 



combined. Therefore, the teachings of; the references are notj suffiqiqhl tr 
render claim 1 prima facie obvious. MPEP|706.02(j) states that the] 
teaching or suggestion to make the claimed |combination; ... rtiust be loimc 
in the prior art and not based on applicant's jown disclosure. ln K re % 
947 F.2d 488 (Fed. Cir. 1991). The Applicants submit that the fact jttiat 
"a computational method is easy to be implemented (such as the Motii 

' ' ' i ' I ' * ' 1 " 

Carlo method)" is not enough motivation for two independent aijts to; 
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! • \ ; '| 

claimed combination. The Applicants are unaware wher|e in hiifthr 
Skaanning publication or the Murphy thesis it is taughf, disclosed, pr 
suggested that the Monte Carlo method taught by the Murphy thesis 1 
should be implemented into the system jtaught by the Skaanning 
publication. The Applicants respectfully request that the! Examiner 

indicate exactly where, in the prior art, the Examiner found tHe :moti^ti|qij 

i . , I . i 

to combine the references. 



For reasons discussed above, the App 



! ieants submit that the Slk^nnity 
publication, in combination with the Murpny;thesis and the lqiaWledgf 



I'- 



ll 'I 

l» ii 



j| ||| i . 

one skilled in the art, does not teach, disclose! or suggest, 1 ;expres sly 

I ' ' T ! 'f!|i l|l! ; ! T 11 1 1 1 
inherently, all of the claimed limitations; ofiiClaims 3,-9, 11-15, 2Q-26 

i ; : ; i i • Hi! h || | ; \\ |i • r 1 

32, 37-43, 45-49, 54-60, and 62-66. therefore, the Applicants 



103(a) of Claims 3-9, 11-15, 20-26, 28i32j37-43, 45-49] 54-00] 

66. !; 



ill 
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in 
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Closing Remariks : 



The Applicants respectfully submit jthat 



j 



, inflight of 



he above amendments/frei 



lo^jablej conjcliticp. T|K< 



application and all pending claims areinowjinf a 

reconsideration is respectfully requested, j Accordingly, |early allp.waric| an|i 
this application is respectfully requested. j 



Any claim amendments that are not specifically discussed in the above remarks: af$ 
made for patentability purposes, and it is believed that the claims woullj satisfy ,t 
statutory requirements for patentability without the entry of such amen^me|r|ii 
1 0 these amendments have only been made to increase claim readability, to iri|iprc|/i 
grammar, and to reduce the time, and effort required of those skilled in jtie ar;h|> || 

Furthermore, any new claims ipres bri; 



understand the scope of the claim, language, 
above are of course intended to avoid the prior artj;but are not iritendec 



or substitutes of any cancelled claims. They! 
inventive concepts described in thfe application 



Further, it should be noted that anjiendment(s 
requirements of the Office Action! in order to 



are simply .additional specific 



as 



to aii 



rigirially filed 



icit 



claiim is intended 

f - * 

an early allowance; 



l L 

as repi^ 



intended to prejudice Applicant's rights or in any \yay to create 'an estoppel preye: 
Applicant from arguing allowability of the originally filed claim in further 
applications. | 



In the event the Examiner wishes to discuss any aspect of this resporise, 

ill ■ ' 1 

conversation with either Applicant or Applicant's representative would; 

Examiner is encouraged to contact the undersignec 

below. ; I J?;" 



The Commissioner is authorized to charge an 
credit overpayment to the attached! credit cardjfo'rm 



30 timely filed, the Commissioner is authorized toiltreat this response as 



to extend the time period pursuant to 37 GFR 



at the telephone number 



additional fees'that may be 



Injpartipuiar, if this i^s|>j 



. 1 36(a) requesting an 



Page 52 8f 5: 



arid 



lihe 



orjjbleilev^pSat a 



] f 



"Iff 



ot 



1 ■ Mi 
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the number of months necessary to make this response timely filed. The petit: 
in connection therewith may be charged to deposit account no. ^0-2^38 if a W$M 
form has not been included with this correspondence, or if the credit c£id c|b|| 
charged. 
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